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] Im‘anst been out of

: P .%‘Zi#'- TV \ ’ ‘@ I wowldn':
he. above Symlix . . A5V : 3% I do bhave some
ideds ‘veieh I mm glal to pees along. In ¢ v 48 your first question, "Ie it
1ikely that the Army Officer Efficiensy Report with ita expected distributios

of 100 officers rated' formla is likely to be ahy more meaningful then our
fi1tness reports”, I don't know. I know that on its one form the Army tries
{nopesse variability of ratings between pecple by use of this bundred officers
formila, On ancther form they try to increase variability in ratings on one
individual by exhortations to svoid the “halo effect”. Similar formalses ani
admoniticns could be made an integral partof the instructions on any reting
sheet. Whether or not they would be effestive could probedbly be determined host
by looking at the Army results. I don't héve the dats, but essume we can Il
out vhat sort of distribution the ratings follow on officers' efficiency repurts.
But even here I am not sure that the proof of the pudding would be in the e iis.
What worked for the Army might not work for us. I suspest that Armay offtc .v. nave
more in common than Agsncy employees, and that it is easler for an Army rater o
compare any one ratee with a large group of other people. A major probles i
ritness report ratings 'is defining a reference group. Yor exsmpls, someons rating
an AR psyshologist might do it guite differently & ending upon vhether he were
rating the individual egainst an ideal standand, against ‘other psychologists,
ageinst other support pecple, or against other ‘Agency employses of the seme grads.
h forced distribution of ratings among individuals works best when you have one
person rating many others in the same jobs. In that case you can insist on g wiing
by the curve or on a fixed percentage of people at each rating. If a persou 1s
only rating & fev others, it is easy for him to retionalize that they are =il
top-noteh people; and, in fact, they may be. '
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2. T 80 know that the service in the past did not have mch better luck
with their fitness reports than we do. About ten years ago 1 vas involved iu
large scale psycbological stuwdy of Alr Force offipers. Nundreds of thousants of
dollars and mich valusble time of Alr Force officers end psychologlsts wos :punt
amassing a plethora of data intended to be coxbined to predict officer effe 1 iva-
ness. Not one trait was uanrated nor one trawmss unznslyzed, but the entire stucy
nearly foundered on the shoals of attenuated eriteria; all got the same rstiings
on their efficiensy reports. The data could not possibly be related to goo' ~r
bed performance in such circumstances. Iuckily soms value was salvaged beciiure
someone had kal the foresight to obtain experimental, confidential ratinge .-
relsted to the OER's. I frankly doubt that things have improved much.
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3. On your second. point bagically I thlnk I m “minor shanges i

¢itpess reports exgept for mors effective instive e fitness report
repmsents ‘a uhronologhll hiatory ot the mdi‘ ) ; pnce, apd chang:s
) mey_ b sedmpdbtely sntentibing Mel 1t seens to me
.gons r ..,,PO“H i +& I3irly redionl chengs. I
oné” of the moses of tha Li% ‘%3@9‘6’3” PeBiadis s KRS cgg_gonﬁor Lhe
individual'e performanse hﬁr ﬁﬁgmggl 1'1"15,* a8 SO syste:
and " any close £5 it, I fisgect, will provide malnly Bupertis 1on

WHIcH does aot ‘diﬂdrviﬂ::t&hi it A $o0k 0~ -
lotig” aa' W EyEtén Tequires ' % B rcpo , &
,,u;'imcm prodifet will B¥ the yéeults ‘Anmm ‘SVT sat o a reviev
panel knows thére L8 mové meaningfil date vhich 1s wswally presented orally cx
*mor:nally It may bs thet the interest of the Ages ‘ooRld be served by in-
corporating some of this into a porticn of the Cithess Te not shown the
tn14vidual. It may slso be that this smacks t0o maok ‘bf ‘sathoritarianiem.
F ~rheps the fitnses report has more valus as a mmamwe and as'a fo< -
v conversation betwsen supervisor and supervisee thsn &8 s velid reting in:. - -
ment. Although I am pessimistic about results, I am grlmly in favor of o r=
¢ the system. ITf we can hely by reviewing what’ is be!.na dona ‘elsevhere . -
m,,ing personnel research, please ask.
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TO NAME AND ADDRESS DATE INITIALS -
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5
6
ACTION DIRECT REPLY PREPARE REPLY
APPROVAL DISPATCH RECOMMENDATION
COMMENT FILE RETURN
CONCURRENCE INFORMATION SIGNATURE
Remarks:

Attached is & memorandum written by Dr.
of the A&E Staff in response
to my questions, also attached, on fitness

Would you be good enough to glve us the
Office of Personnel's reaction to the ldea of
a "fairly radical change" in the present fitness
report procedures?

Thank you very much.

FOLD HERE TO RETURN TO SENDER

FROM: NAME, ADDRESS AND PHONE NO.
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